of the study showed that (a) force dynamics and intentionality are important semantic components in both languages, but their distribution and relative focus differed crosslinguistically, and (b) the two learner groups had difficulties in reconstructing the meanings of the L2 verbs involving these two semantic components. Learning difficulties were observed when moving from a less to a more complex L2 system, when moving in the opposite direction, i.e., from a more to a less complex L2 system and when moving to an L2 system that is as complex as the learners native one.
Introduction
The concept of force dynamics refers to the way in which two entities interact with respect to force (Talmy, 1988) . Among other conceptual domains, force dynamics is one of the semantic components that take part in the conceptualization of caused-motion relations in a placement event could not sufficiently be described by specififying the relation at the Source and the Goal the relationship. Events also differed in whether the Figure was under agentive control along the motion Path or not" (2012, p. 196 ). As such, Hungarian speakers clearly make a distintion between prototypical cases of intentional dropping and accidental dropping by using different verbs, namely, dob 'throw' and ejt 'let fall' respectively. O'Connor (2012) notes that in Lowland Chontal, a language that typically uses compound stem predicates with information about the manner, means and shape of path of change as well as the type and posture of figure, speakers tend to use few compound stem predicates when describing accidental and intentional placement events. In these cases, speakers use the same variety of simple predicates (ñoy-'lay', mas-'release ', te'e-'drop', te-'fall', jwixko-'toss, throw') without taking into account the type of figure. She concludes that "these verbs have less to do with specific figures and more to do with perceived control of placement" (2012, p. 316) .
Ibarretxe-Antuñano's (2012) description of placement events in Basque and
Spanish is perhaps the most detailed account of intentionality and force dynamics in the book. This author points out that speakers of these two languages pay attention to three conceptual elements when describing placement and removal events. These three elements are (i) agency: it refers to the causer of the movement, either oneself (e.g., the book falls down) or an external agent (e.g., the book is thrown out), (ii) force dynamics, and (iii) intentionality. They interact and appear in different degrees in the semantics of the verbs and constructions used to describe these events. Ibarretxe-Antuñano (2012, p. 138) proposes the following continuum to capture these differences.
INSERT FIGURE 1 AROUND HERE
This author illustrates this continuum with examples in Spanish as reproduced in (1) and argues that speakers divide the semantic space on the basis of the degree of intentionality that the agent shows (no intentionality in (1a) vs. intentionality (1b-e)) and the force that the agent exerts in order to move the object from one place to another (gentle in (1b) and increasingly more violent in (1c-e)).
( Ibarretxe-Antuñano shows how Spanish and Basque NSs consistently make use of these resources to distinguish between different types of placement and removal events with a very low rate of cross-speaker variability as summarized in Figure 2 . Similarly to Moroccan Arabic speakers, Spanish speakers use three different types of verbs to distinguish between unintentional and intentional events, and within the latter, between lower and higher force: caerse+dative 'fall CL+dative', dejar caer 'let fall' and tirar 'throw'. Basque speakers, on the other hand, differentiate between unintentional placement (the verbs erori, jausi 'fall' in the dative construction) and intentional placement, but do not seem to pay attention to differences in force dynamics since they use the same verb bota 'throw' both for deliberately dropping and for tossing.
INSERT FIGURE 2 AROUND HERE
What one can conclude from the studies reviewed above is that, generally speaking, all languages seem to deal with these notions of intentionality and force dynamics in one way or another. Every language provides the speaker with some specific verb that highlights the forceful (throw, toss) and/or unintentional (let fall) placement, but above all, these studies reveal that speakers do not pay attention to the same details; they divide the placement events in different ways. For example, Tamil speakers basically ignore these components and simply use a general verb to cover all scenes. Spanish speakers, on the other hand, do care about these distinctions and consistently discriminate different degrees of intentionality and force dynamics. In fact, it has been shown that Spanish speakers are better at remembering intentional and accidental events than English speakers. In an experimental study on causative motion, Filipović (2013) found that speakers of these two languages produced similar constructions to describe intentional caused motion actions but that Spanish speakers offered explicit information about the non-intentional character of the event. These preferences were reflected on the memory tests speakers went through. English and Spanish speakers recall intentional caused motion events equally, but Spanish performed better in those cases were accidental causation was involved.
Taking as a starting point Ibarretxe-Antuñano's (2012) previous account of placement events in Spanish, this paper explores the role of force dynamics and intentionality in the description of placement events in Danish and Spanish, both as L1 and L2. By means of a bidirectional design, this paper addresses the directionality of L2 meaning reconstruction in a single study.
The choice of these two languages is deliberate. First, Spanish and Danish show opposite patterns of conflation and distribution of semantic information in the linguistic encoding of motion and caused-motion events (Talmy, 1991) . Spanish is a verb-framed (salir corriendo 'exit running') and positional-less language (estar 'stative be') (Ameka & Levinson, 2007; Cadierno, 2004) whereas Danish is a satellite-framed (løbe ud 'run out') and a positional verb (ligge 'lie', stå 'stand') language. This complementary characterization makes them perfect candidates for the kind of bidirectional second language acquisition study we develop in this paper. Second, although this is not the goal of our study, our data can be further used to explore the issue of intratypological variation within genetically-similar languages (Hijazo-Gascón & Ibarretxe-Antuñano, 2013). Third, the last reason is convenience: our previous research in (caused-)motion events (Cadierno, 2004; Ibarretxe-Antuñano, 2012) provide us with ready-available speakers, previously-analyzed data and good knowledge of the two languages in question both from an L1 and L2 perspective.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that focuses on these two semantic components from a bidirectional perspective. Our main research questions are two:
• Are there cross-linguistic differences with respect to force dynamics and intentionality in the verbalization of placement event verbs between Spanish and Danish?
• If so, what are the implications for Spanish and Danish L2 learners whose L1 and L2 do not share the same force dynamic and intentionality patterns?
Methodology

Participants
The results presented here are part of a wider project that studies placement and removal events in Danish and Spanish in L2 acquisition. There were a total of 52 participants in this study: 10 NSs of Spanish (2 male Table 1 shows the list of the 8 video clips used in this study.
INSERT Each participant watched one video clip at a time and was asked to describe the event shown to the experimenter. In the case of the learners, they were told that if they did not know the name for a given object in the video, they could use words like 'that'
or 'that thing' or ask the experimenter. If asked, the experimenter provided the Spanish / Danish nouns for the Figure object or the Ground (e.g., Spanish libro 'book') but never for the L2 verbs required to describe the placement event in question.
Analysis
Different intentionality and different force dynamics in Group A
As mentioned in previous sections, the semantic elements of force dynamics and intentionality reveal to be important in the description of placement events in Spanish (Ibarretxe-Antuñano, 2012) . In order to test how similar or different native speakers of 3 A measure of dissimilarity between sets of observations is required in order to decide which clusters should be combined. In hierarchical clustering methods this is accomplished by using a given metric (a measure of distance between pairs of observations), and a linkage rule, which defines how the distance between two clusters is measured. In our analysis we used Euclidean distance, which is the most frequently used distance measure and it is defined as the square root of the sum of squared distances of a pair of items, and the Ward linkage, which is a linking method that optimizes the minimum variance within clusters, and it is assessed by calculating the total sum of the squared deviations from the mean of a cluster. For a more in-depth description of cluster methods in general and hierarchical agglomerative clustering in particular, the interested reader can consult Aldenderfer & Blashfield (1984) .
Regarding the first research question, data revealed that both Danish and Spanish native speakers are aware of the differences between accidental dropping, intentional dropping, and intentional throwing. Therefore, we find a similar distribution of high-token categories in these languages. Three categories in Danish: tabe 'drop, lose', smide 'throw', and kaste 'throw away violently', and three in Spanish: caerse+dat 'fall CL+dat', dejar caer 'let fall', and tirar 'throw'. However, there are differences in In sum, both groups of learners at these intermediate levels of L2 proficiency had difficulties in reconstructing the L2 semantic space of force dynamics and intentionality in placement events. That is, learning difficulties were not only present when learners start off with a less complex system and need to acquire a more complex one (Spanish learners of L2 Danish in the second study) but also when they start off with a more complex system and need to move to a less complex one (Danish leaners of L2 Spanish in the second study), as well as when they need to move to a system as complex as their native one (Spanish and Danish learners in the first study). This result is different both from old claims made in the literature by Stockwell, Bowen and Martin's (1965) who hypothesized greater acquisitional difficulty in cases of splits as opposed to coalesced forms, and from previous research in the L2 expression of placement events where learning difficulties in speech had only been found for learners moving from a less to more complex system (Viberg, 1998; Gullberg, 2009 Gullberg, , 2011 . One possible explanation for the discrepancy in results may be the nature of the research designs employed in the studies.
Whereas previous research has examined the issue of learning directionality in separate studies involving different language pairs, the present study includes a bidirectional design that allows us to make a direct comparison of the type of transition involved in L2 learning by keeping constant both the source and target languages that are investigated and the learners' level of L2 proficiency.
Conclusions
The results of the present study show that there are cross-linguistic differences in the way Danish and Spanish NSs deal with the semantic components of force dynamics and intentionality in the categorization and description of placement events. These two semantic components are important in both languages, but their distribution in the categorization of placement events as well as their focus on subtle differences in the degree of force dynamics are different. Results also reveal that both L2 Danish and Spanish intermediate learners have difficulties in reconstructing their L2 verb meanings.
They know some of the basic L2 placement verbs but their choice and usage differs from that of the native speakers. These learning difficulties appear regardless of the complex system they have to go to or come from. Therefore, both groups face difficulties in learning alternative ways of thinking for speaking (Cadierno, 2004 (Cadierno, , 2008 or learning to re-think for speaking (Robinson & Ellis, 2008) as they fail to make target language semantic distinctions and they fail to use the appropriate L2 verbs to express those distinctions.
There are nevertheless several areas that need to be addressed in future studies.
The sample size of the study should be larger and include not only learners of different levels of proficiency but also speakers of different varieties of these languages. It is a very well-known phenomenon in Spanish dialectology that the use of pronominal verbs and se constructions vary from dialect to dialect (see, e.g., Gómez Torrego, 1992; Maldonado, 1999; Sánchez López, 2002) , and this is crucial for the study of intentionality and force dynamics. The elicitation stimuli should also be expanded.
Specific and variable-controlled stimuli should be developed in order to capture all the subtle differences described in this analysis. Finally, it would be very interesting to compare and contrast speakers and learners of typologically and genetically similar languages. It has been shown that the closer a second language is to the native language of the learner does not necessarily mean an easier and more successful acquisition process (Hijazo-Gascón, forthcoming); therefore, bidirectional studies in closely-related languages are a largely unexplored area for further research.
All in all, we hope that the results in this paper set up the first steps for a wider bidirectional study of the acquisition of placement events. Acquisition.
